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ABSTBACT 

The relationehip between under tanding and rhetorical 
sensitivity was atudiea in the context of dating relationahipa. The 
hypothesis was that rhetorically sensitive persons would understand 
their dating partners better than persons who were not rhetorically 
sensitive^ Sutjects for the study were 3« dating couples in which one 
of the partners was enrolled in an introductory comBunication course* 
These subjects proyided data by completing a two part gm^stionnaire* 
The BHITSEM scale was used to aeasura rhetorical sensitivity^ while a 
modified version of the Interpersonal ferception Method was used to 
gauge understanding. Correlational analyses failed to support the 
hypothesis* There were no significant correlations between rhetorical 
sensitivity and measures of understanding at the individual level* 
Two explanations for the results are (11 the apparent cooplexity of 
the rhetorically sensitive individual r and (2) differences between 
the attitudes and the behaviors of rhetorically sensitive persons* 
(BL) 
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Bhetorieal saneitivlty ig an attitude toward ene^ing gpsktn 
mesmges* TOe history of this cone^t is e^lii^ted, b^inning 
with its inci^tien in 1972 and continuing through tha present. 
Ehetorioally i#nsltive persons are h^othesi^ed to understand 
their signlfi^nt others (dating partners) hetter tlmn nm^ 
sensitive persons. The RmraM s^e is the operational 
referent for rhetOTl»i seniitivity and a modified version of 
the Inte3!Ters0nal Pera^tion Method oparationaUy defines 
understanding* Besults ftil to si^ort the hypothesis and are 
e^lained in terms of l) the c^l«ity of the rhetorieaUy 
aensitive attitude , and 2) the potential bahavlor^ prerequisites 
to understending. New insights into rhetorical SMsitivity and 
the ElffiTSM sale are diseuased, along with i^lieations for 
future researeh. 
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RHETORICAL SENSlTlVfTY AND UNDERSTAND iNG 



Rhetorical sensitivity Is an ''attitude teward encoding ipoken messages" 
(Hirt, Eadie, & Carlson, 1979), Conceptualized In 1972 (Hart & Burks), the 
rhatorieally sensitive attityde has been offered as the approach to cofmunica* 
tion that best promSses to faellltate human understanding (cf,, Hart, et 

i 

1972, 1975* 1979)- If understanding is presumed to represent a principal 
communicative goal^ and there exlsirs an attitude which best facilitates !ts 
achievement, then identification of such an attitude would have considerable 
implicat ions for communication theorlits, educators, and practitioners. The 
present study is a beginning attempt to assess the validity of the Hart et al. 
claim, as the relationship between rhetorical sensitivity and undarstinding Is 
examlnad. Specifically, this Investigation asksi 0© rhetorically sensitive 
persons understand their significant others better than non-sensltlve persons? 
In order to begin answering this question, a discussion and brief history of 
the rhetorical sensitivity concept follows. 

Hart, et al. (1979) describe the five constituent parts of the rhetoric* 
ally sensitive person: 

1. "Interaction Consciousness' ' Is deemed central and most important to 
the rhetorically sensitive attitude, A term borrowed from Goffman (lg67)j 
interaction consciousnesi is contrasted with self-consclousness and other- 
consciousness. It describes a concern for "both the sovereignty of the speakers 
position as well as for the constraints placed upon him by the Intenectual 

and attltudinal makeup of the other" (Hart s Burks, 1972)* 

! 

2* "Avoidance of cormunlcat Ion rigidity ," Interpersonal and invent ional 
flexibility mrh stressed. Each verbal exchange Is guided by flexible discretion 
according to sltgatlon and context. 
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3, "Tolefance for inventiongl searching ," Form, as well as content^ 
Is recognized by the rhetorically sensftive person as an important determinant 
of how others will react to him. Such a person knows that '-there are probably 
as many ways of making an idaa clear as there are people" (Hart & Burks, 1972). 
The rhetorically sensitive Individual takes the time to choose carefully among 
al ternat ives* 

"Acceptance of personal cQmpleKi ty ," Self and other are viewed as 
having a eomplex network of selves, only iome of which are visible in social 
interchange. It Is a necessary and desirable part of the human condition that 
there Is "no single, iimutable Real Self," 

5. "Appreciation of the cQmrnunlcabll i ty of ideas ." The rh^orlcally 
sensitive person realizes that some ideas and feelings are best not communicated 
at all* Some ideas^ feelings and interperional situations are better met with 
SI lance* 

While the idea has undergone some modification since its inceptlonp these 
five parts characterise the construction of rhetorical sensitivity In its most 
recent form (cf*. Hart, et al., 1972, 1975, 1979)* 

The concept has proved useful for several authors. Phillips (1976) and 
Phillips and Metzger (1976) employ rhatorlcal sensitivity as a point of depart- 
ure for formulating an interpersonal rhetoric wherein Intimate communication 
is axamtned from a rhetorical viewpoint. Hart, Eadie, and Carlson (1975) 
associate rhetorical sansltlvjty with communicative competence; that is, they 
suggest that the conceptual liatfon may eventual ly help distinguish competent 
and Incompetent communicators, Doollttle (1976) and Burks and Hart (1973) 
find rhetorical sensitivity applicable for diseusiing Interpersonal conflict. 

Some of the most fruttful work comes from Darnell and Brockriede (1976) 
who further contribute to the conceptual grounding of rhetorical seniitlvlty. 

ERIC 
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These authors help to distinguish the rhetorically sensitive attitude toward 
encoding from two other potential attitudes. Rhetorically sensitive persons 
are better understood when contrasted with Noble Selves and Reflectors. 
Noble Selves characterize those persons who '*see any variation from their 
personal norms as hypocritical, as a denial of integrity^ as a cardinal sin" 
(p. 176)* Others' needs and/or situational constraints are secondaryj if taken 
into account at all. Reflectors are persons who "have no Self to call their 
own. For each person and for each situation they ..nt a new self'* (p, I78). 
Pleasing others and being liked are Important; and the situation and perceived 
needs of the othe dictate communicative choices. Sensitive persons have a 
repertoire of selves* Unnke Noble Selves, corrwnitted to a singular^ InfleKible, 
and foreordained self presentat Ion , or Reflectors, who would construct a new 
presentation for each new person that they meet, Sensitjva persons can draw 
from their repertoire the self they wish to present. Rhetorical sensitivity 
Is cast as a modaration of the interpersonal rigidity of the noble self and 
the chameleon-1 Ike view of Interaction evidenced by the reflector. Thus, 
sensitive persons occupy the mid^range of a continuum, the polar points of 
which are noble selves and reflectors (DarneU S Brockriede, 1976), 

Conceptualizing the attitudes on a continuum extends the original, 
dlchotomous notion discussed by Hart and Burks wherein rhetorical sensitivity 
was offered as an alternative to the ''expresslvist** (l,e., dialogic) approach 
to communication (1972), The newer formulations follow this continuum as 
Hart and colleagues (1979) go to *'great pains to contrast the rhetorically 
iensltlve attitude both to feckless machiavel 1 lanlsm (where ones Ideas and 
feelings are Sacrificed so as to placate others) and to unconscionable egoism 
(which prompts one to make messages without regard being given to the needs 
of the other)'* (1975, p. 3). While all three labels are archetypal, they 
represent predominant attitudes toward comunicatlon. 

Er|c 5 
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a Is promised to best facilitate 
t al.. This is a large promise* Aehiev- 

ciple gc I dyadic communication, and Is there- 
in inqui Interest in the phenomenon goes 
su 3 of matching information received with 
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as a function of hov^ -/eli ! 
feelings of Person^ f^om th.. .^rspective of Ferson^ i Investigators have 



employed a variety of ^^rm to assess and describe this second level of under- 

Such terms Include era^thy, perspeetive-teking, 
standing^^accuracy , consensus^ and eoorlentatlonp to list a few (seep e^g*, 

Chaffee, HcLeod s Guerrero, i960; Dymond, 19^9; Johnson, 1977; Newcomb, 1953; 

Scheff, 19671 Truax & Carkhuff, I967), 

Coor ientat Ion offers the broadest approach to understanding as it sub- 
sumes most of the other constructs. While this approach is comprehensive, 
model and terminology variation are confusing* Chaffee and associates review 
this literature, detail the origins and impi icat Ions of the approach, and 
offer what Is perhaps the best analysis in sorting out the confusion (Chaffee, 
et aK, ]$6$i McLeod & Chaffee, 1973). 

They suggest at least three variables of interest in coor ientation. 

The first is agreement, which Is the extent to which two persons actually 

avs ! 
agree on^object or Issue toward which they are oriented. The second Is termed 

accuracy (i,e.| empathy, perspective-taking, understanding), the correctness 

with which they perceive one another's appraisal. The third variable Is 

I.' 

called congruency which describes the similarity between the pirceptlon of 
the other peribn-s feeling and one's own* 

i 

Laing, Phllllpsen, and Lee (1966) propoie a three-tiered measurement 
model of coor lentatlon-type variables. However^ these authors contend that 
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it is the second, or even a third level of understanding (metaperspectlve and 
meta-metaperspectfve) that is most crucial in dyadic relationships. They 
argue that irtconsiderateness, lack of trust, and even maliciousness result 
from discrepant eKpectations and misunderstanding of perspectives. Other 
investigators agree that much dysfunctional communication can be traced to 
misunderstandings of this kind (e.g., Drewery, 1969; Haley, lg63; Watzlawick, 
Beavin & Jackson, 1967)- Following Dymond's seminal work on empathy (1949), 
Laing, et al . offer the Interpersonal Perception Method (IPM) to detect what 
they call agreement , understanding , and real ization of understanding. The IPM 
is utilized In the current study. 

The present investigation will attempt to discover the relationship 
between rhetorical stinsitivity and understanding. If rhetorical iensitivity 
best promises to facilitate human understanding, as Hart and colleagues 
suggest, then we would enpect that sensitive persons would understand their 
significant others better than would noble selves or reflectors. Interaction 
consciousness, the central and most important aspect of the attitude, implies 
that the rhetorically sensitive person attempts to view communicative encount- 
ers from multiple perspect ives--those of self and other. Merging perspectives 
should yield & more accurate picture 6f the interaction, and thus Increase 
understand i ng. 

Darnell and Brockrle.de (1976) similarly claim that sensitive persons 
aim at accurate empathic understanding--ln both directions. Empathy is 
achieved through the tentative adoption and projection of perspect i vas. Noble 
selves and reflectors are not similarly motivated. 

This notion Is consistent with Hart, Eadie and Carlson's suggested 
association of sensitivity and communlcit Ion competence (1975). Moet descrip- 
tions of Interpersonal competence Include empathy, peripeetlve-taklngp or 
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some version of this level of understanding as an attribute (see e.g., Argyris, 
1962; Bochner & Kelly, 197^, Weinsteln, 1966; WIemann, 1977)* If sensitive 
persons are competent corrmunlcators, we would expeet that they are capable of 
greater understanding than non^sensi tlve or incompetent communicators. 

Another reason to predict greater understanding for sensitive persons 
Involves the Inventional flexibility and searching that Is characteristic of 
the sensitive attitude. Persons with such Attributes might be eKpected to 
better understand, predict, and take the perspective of others (Bleri, 1955; 
Delia S Clark, 1977; Hale s Delia, 1976) than those who are more rigid or 
myop j c , 

The current study attempts to assess the relationship between rhetori- 
cal sensitivity and understanding in the context of dating relationships. 
Dating relationships serve a wide variety of functions including social skill 
development, social recreation, extending communication networks, and selecting 
a mate (see, e.g., Delora, igSj; Lowrie, igAS; Skipper s Nash, 19661, Exclusive 
dating relationships of one month or longer are preiumed to comprise two signi- 
ficant others in this investigation. 

Specifically, the hypothesis of this study Is that rhetorically sensitive 
persons will better understand their dating partners than non-rhetor leal ly 
sensitive persons, 

METHOD 

Subjects and Procedurei 

For this study there were 3^ dating couples (n ^ 68) in which one of 
the partners was enrolled in an Introductory conmiunlcation course at a large 
American university. Students currently In exclusive dating relationships of 
one month or longer were asked to volunteer. Students In dating relitlonshlps 
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beeame subjects if both thay an£ thefr partner volunteered participation. 
Both partners were assured confidentiality and anonymity. 

Subjects were asked to fill out a two part questionnaire concerning 
"eommynication and dating couplesJ' Subjects were required to fill out the 
quest ionna ire indtvlduany , and not talk about them until after they were 
returned, since conference might affect the results. Sealed envelopes and 
elaborate instructions were provided toward his safeguard. 

Instruments ' 

The operational referents for rhetorical sensitivity and understahding 
were gleaned from the tvs^^part questionnaire. Each will be discussed In turn. 

Hart, Eadie and Carlson (1975, 1979) report a series of studies in 
which the concepta of rhetorical sensitivity {RS)^ noble self (NS), and 
rhetorical reflector (RR) are operational iied via the RHETSEN measuring 
instrument. After several years of item and factor analysis and scale develop 
ment, the final forty item scale was shown to be reliable and valid In measur- 
ing the rhetorically sensitive attitude toward encoding (cf,. Hart, et al., 
1975, 1979). Internal reliability was satisfactory for RS and NS scales (.7$ 
and .80), but unduly low for the RR scale (.63). Test/retest reliability 
(N m 63 with interval of three weeks) was fairly high for all three scales 
(.84, ,87 and .84). Criterion-related validity for RS was encouraging, though 
unavailable for NS and RR. Items tapping NS and RR scales were gleaned from 
the RHETSEN instrument In a decidedly post-hoc manner. Therefore, use of 
these subscales Is eKploratory only. A complete description of the RHETSEN 
instrument can, be found in Hart, et al. (1979). The instrument provided 
operational Izatlon of rhetorlcar sensitivity, noble self, and rhetorical 

reflector^ In the current Investigation* It comprised the first section of 

I 

the two part questionnaire* 1 
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The operational definition of understanding was drawn from a slightly 

modified version of the Interpersanal Perception Method (IPM) offered by 

Laing, et al. (1966)* Three modifications follow Grove and Hayes (1978) who 

provided a computerised scoring technique (IPALION) for an otherwise unwieldy 

scoring procedure, (1) Language was changed so that female respondents need 

not transform pronouns prior to responding, (2) Questionnaire form was also 

changed for clearer and easier reading. (3) A third modification Includes 

forced choice response (yes-no) as opposed to the very true, sliqhtlv true, 
slightly imtTum ' ^ ^ 7 » 

very untrue|^pDssibn ft ies in the ©rlglnal 1PM, The current study also ellmlnatttS 

items that ware deemed redundant or inapplicable to dating couples (the 
original version was designed for married partners)* All else remains the same* 

The two parties are designated "P'* and '*0" (person and other)* The 
currant Instrument consists of 2k Issues, each referring to a relational 
attribute; e,g,, respects, eKpects too much of, analyzes* Each Issue Is 
divided Into four aspects and three levels of perception* The four aspects of 
an issue consist of the combinations of person and other; l.e,, PO, OP, PP, and 
00* For example, using the issue of "analyzes," the aspects are 1 I analyze 
her, she analyzes me, I analyze myself, and she analyzes herself* 

The three levels of perception are (l) the direct, (2) the understanding, 
and (3) the realizatnn of understanding levels. The direct level response 
simply affirms or denies each of the four aspects of the issue, e*g,, I analyze 
her, ^tc. At the understanding^ Uvel each response predigcs how the partner 
would respond to the same set of questions. At the real Izat ion level each 
respondent registers his/her predictions of his/her partner's predictions. 
Thus, each partner responds to 12 items (^ aspects times 3 levels) on each 
issue* All .responses require a binary decision. 
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The I PAL i ON scorfng technique provides summary scores for each partner 
and separates agreement, understanding, and realization aspects. The opera- 
tional referents for understand Inq in the current study includes both the 
Individual and dyadic Sevels. A third checi< on understanding is provided by 
the first issue in the IPM section of the questionnaire: "underitands. " 
The Zk IPM items comprised the second portion of the questionnaire. 

RESULTS 

Correlational analyses (Pearson r) failed to support tha hypothesis. 

There were no signifeant correlations between rhetorical sansttjvity and any 

of the three metsures of understanding at the individual laveK Rhetorical 

seniitivity showed little relatfonship to total IPM undirstandings (£ ^ -,04,' 

n.sj, to total IPH realisations ©f understanding {r^ m ^.01, n.sJ, or to the 

conjunetions (correct predictio ns only) on the IPM issue, "underftands" «J2, 

n.s*)* Significance was not attained when comparing noble selves with the 

three measNres of understanding (^ ^ .01, n.s., r^^ -,ll, n.s, respectively) 

A 

at the individual level. The same was true for rhetorical reflectors (£ = .12, 
£ = .10, and £ ^ .003, all n.s.). First and second order partial correlations 
failed to Identify variables (e.g., length of time dating, RR, and/or NS) 
suppressing the effects of all relationships tested (above). 

Four additional sets of analyses were conducted, (l) Two-talled t 
tests for sex differences on the six variables all showed negligible d If f ,n ^;ices', 
all non-significant. (2) Correlational analyses showed no significant «Sffer- 
ences between length of dating and any of the six referents measured. (%) 
Correlational analyses of an individual's RS, NS, and RR scores with h|'f,/her 
partner's score on the three IPM measures showed no slgnlfcant reUtlor.shif s. 
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(k) Finally, zero-order correlations on the RHETSEN variables yielded 
results very similar to Hart, et al . (1979) and are reported in Table I. 
Table II reports the zero-order correlations run for the IPM measures. 



TABLE I 

ZERO-ORDER RHETSEN CORRELATIONS 

RS NS RR 



NS — — ..16+ 

RR 



*£ < .001 
**£ < .01 

+£ < •18, n , 5 . 



TABLE II 
ZERO-ORDER IPM CORRELATIONS 



lU UT RT 

tU " .55* .50* 

UT - - .89* 

RT 



lU = the issue understands 
UT = understand ing totals 
RT = realization totals 
*p < .001 



DISCUSSION 

t 

Failyre to support the hypothesii may be eKplalned In several ways. 

but it seems that two accounts are most accurate and useful. The first 

I 

explanation Is the most conservative: that there Is no relationship between 
rhetorical sensitivity and understanding In this context, 

I 

This sugijestion Implies that the five characteristics of the rhetorically 

i 

sensitive attitude are worl<ing at cross purposes to one another with regard to 
the understanding variable. It will be recalled that the five characteristics 
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mrmi (1) interaction consciousness^ (2) avoidance of comniunlcat Ion rigidity, 
(3) tolerinca for Invantfonal searching, (k) appreciation of the communlcab- 
llity of ideasi and (5) acceptance of personal complexity, I argued earlier 
that the first three attributes should generate increased understanding* It 
is possible that the last two attributes inhibit greater understanding of one's 
significant others* " 

That there Is no significant relatiohihlp between persons' RS scores 
and partners ' understanding measures supports t^his conclusion* It may be that 
m sensitive person's appreciation of the corrKiiunlcabI I Ity of ideas leads him or 
her to be silent on some Issues that the IPM taps. Rhetorical sensitivity Is 
an "instrumental" approach to communication (Hart & Burks, 1972), and it may 
not be all that advantageous to express ones position on "dependence,'' 
"doubting," "loves," or other difficult IPM issues. The rhetorically sensitive 
person realizes that "some Ideas (no matter how phrased) are st tgat lonal ly 
bereft of rhetorical impact" (Hart s Burks, 1972, p. 85)* and that "even some 
of our most prized feelings should not, sometimes, be communlcatedt . *" (Hart, 
at aK, 1979, p* A), Thus, the silence that Is sometimes characteristic of 
the sensitive person may have a mediating effect on other attributes that 
evoke understanding* 

Acceptance of personal compleKlty also may function to inhibit under- 
standing. If someone has a repertoire of selves from which to draw, he/she 
may be more difficult to "read" or understand since different selves are 
shown at different times. Thjs perion might bring more aspects of lelf 
(sel ves) to interaction than the non^senslt Ive person, and hence be more con* 
fusing than predictable. 

While this interpretation suggests why a sensitive person may be diffi- 

s 

cult to understand. It does not directly explain the lack of relationship 
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betwsan RS and undsritanding of the Qther , However, It leads to the conclusion 
that Interaction consciousness li not necessar I ly the core character j it ic 
tapped by the RHETSEN icale. There would be no itgnlf leant relationship 
botween RS and understanding if a seniltlve person's ability to blend or merga 
parsptet ivei is overshadowecl by other character i st ics| I.e*, acceptance of 
personal cornplexlty and appreciation of the communicabi 1 ity of Ideas* 

The efforts of Hart, Eadie and Carlson (1979) to valjdata their RHETSEN 
scale partially supports this interpretation* Correlational analyses of 
RHETSEN and selected soclo-psychological scales and Instruments generally 
showed relationships in the hypotheslged direct Ions, However^ all correlations 
were of relatively low magnitude (see appendlK)* This led Hart and colleagues 
to conclude that the instrument Is ''tapping a construct not previously dealt 
with In the iocio-psychological literature" (p* 19). While reasonable, it 
seems that Hart, et al, also neglected to account for the "other"|lS attributes. 
That is, comparisons with other instruments were based on the presumptions 
that a valid RHETSEN scale would (1) find a rhetorically sensitive person as 
one who avoided self centered and socially determined Invention, and (2) point 
up the interaction consciousness thought to be at the heart of the RS attitude 
(p. 18). Th^ other RS attributes may have blurred the expected associations. 
The "confusing, even labyrinthine, factor structure" (p* 15) Is consistent 
with this assessment* So are the results of the current study, which also 
focused on the first three characteristics when predicting greater ability 
to understand. 

So one explanation for the results of this Investigation Involves the 
apparent complexity of the rhetorically sensitive Individual as Identified by 
the RHETSEN scale* This raises a second, though related, Interpretation. It 
is possible that there Is arbthar factor standings between attitudes and under- 
standings behavior. 

14 



12 

It may be that subjaett poiiesii ng a particular attitude might not 
behave J n ways that reflect this attitude. Rhetoricaliy sensitive persons 
may be predliposed to better underitand their signff leant others^ but behava 
In ways that do not result in accurate understanding of the other's parspsctlve. 
This could be dus to skill def iGiencyp lack of cooperation from one's partneri 
even the potential silence mentioned earlier. For example, Bergar, et aK 
(I97S) discuss strategies for' knowledge generation and Interperson 

at understanding. Interrogation ^nd self-dliclosure (via reciprocal disclosure) 
are among the behaviori listed. If a rhetorically sensitive person does not 
engage In such behaviors, chances of Interpersonal understanding seem less 
likely. In other words, there may be behavioral prerequisites to understanding 
that do not necessarily follow the rhetorically sensitive attitude. 

Future research must then take several directions* Rhetorical sensiti- 
vity Is an attitude, and therefore subject to the multitude of considerations 
accompanying any such condition (see, e*g, Siabold, 1975)* RHETSEN, In par- 
ticular. Is a relatively new scale. |t attempts to tap a" dense, subtle, and 
complex construct (Hart, et al., 1979) "-an attitude toward encoding spoken 
messages. Exploratory work with RHETSEN should continue to see how RS compares 
with scores on other instruments. Cognitive complexity scales, self disclosure 
reports, and measures of commynicat Ion apprehension would be likely candidates. 
Research into behavioral correlates of the rhetorically sensitive attitude is 
also warranted. This reseweh is nov in progress. 

It Is possible too, that the rhetorically sensitive attitude Is not In 
its fullest force In the context of dating or other significant relationships. 

As Darnell and^ Brockr lade (I976) point out, the sensitivity continuum Is affec- 

1 

ted by interpersonal, situational » and ideational dimensions. Future research 

i ^ 
j 

might also vary the contexts in which rhetorical sensitivity Is studied. The 

I 

I 

inveitigat ion of understanding miy also benefit from varied research contexts. 
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Underitandlng, as a variable, will raquire a great deal of conceptual 
and empirical work before iti precise^ theoretical relationship to communica- 
tion can be explicated (see, e.g., Berger, et al,, 1976). Intensive study of 
Individuals or dyads scoring high on meeiures of understanding should be use* 
ful In generating behaviorSt attitudeSp and conditions associated with such 
success. 

Question asking and listening skills may be positively related w under* 
standing. While length of relationship made na difference In the current 
investigation, it seems likely that at some level this variable has a signiffcant 
effect. Other potential Intervening variables might include motivation, power 
fn the relat ionshipp and partner behavlori 

As yet, the major promise of rhetorical iensitlvity"that It will best 
facilitate human understanding-^remains unverified. However, the potential 
importance oF both of these variables warrants prompt and continual work. 



APPENDIX + 

PARTIAL CORRELATIONS BETWEEN RHETSEN 
AND SELECTED SOCIO-PSYCHOLOGICAL MEASURES 



Comparison Rg Scale NS Scale RR Scale 

Measures (minus NS) (minus RR) (minus RS) (minus RS) 



Speech anxiety .02 .09 " .04 ,03 

(McCroskey, 1970) 

P-style -.12* -'.06 ' -.08 .11 

(Ring & Wallston, 1968) 

Preferred co-worker ,21 .20 .02 .10 

(Fiedler, 1967) 

Self-monitering .11 .is* .01 -.12 

(Snyder, 1974) 

Focus of control -.19* -.02 -.18* 18* 

(Rotter, 1966) 

C-Btyle -.13* -.20** -.26** .24** 

(Ring & Wallston, 1968) 

Social desirability -.22** -.10 -.16* .13* 

(Crowne & Marlowe, 1964) 

Interpersonal competence ,13* .04 .16* -.20** 

(Holland & Baird, 1968) 

R-Style .18** -.05 .21** -.22** 

(Ring & Wallston, 1968) . 



*P _ .05 
**p _ .01 

+(adapted from Hart et al., (1979)) 
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